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INTRODUCTION This fact sheet provides mforr;a_t;n__
The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) is -

issuing this Proposed Plan to present U.S. EPA’s proposed Site background anc tistory
amendments to the 1992 Record of Decision (ROD) for the

American Chemical Service (ACS) Superfund Site, Griffith, A summary of U S
Indiana. U.S. EPA is presenting the proposed changes to the proposad chargss

1992 ROD to the public for comment as a part of the Agency's and the [easons for me
responsibilities under the Comprehensive Environmental ronosed chances
"Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA), prope aeE

as amended. CERCLA is more commonly known as . T
“Superfund.” v Public involvemeni activities

U.S. EPA is proposing to amend the 1992 ROD to perform a PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD
combination of certain cleanup remedy elements that were

previously evaluated in the 1992 ROD document, but portions U S EPA vill accept oral and written
of which were not selected as the_: 1992 cleanup ‘re_medy. This | comments on its proposed ;l*um o5 10
ROD Amendment proposal consists of: (1) a revision to the the ROD during # 30-day public
assumed future use of the ACS property from residential use to [N AAdIE Sk

industrial use; (2) a modification of the site cleanup approach comment pericd:

from full treatment of contaminated materials to a combination
of containment (using subsurface barrier wall and capping April 19 through May 21, 1999
technologies) and partial treatment of mobile contaminants;

(3) a modification to the wetlands cleanup method; (4) a
modification to the groundwater contaminant plume cleanup
method; and (5) the placement of deed restrictions on the
future uses of the site. The ROD Amendment proposal and the
rationale behind it are described below.

Written comnients can B sent to
Noemi Emernic. Community
invoivement Coordinator, at ine
address listed in this fact sheet.

Public input on this Proposed Plan and the information on PUBLIC MEETING
which U.S. EPA relied to propose the changes described
herein is an important component of the Superfund cleanup U.S. EPA is holding a meeting to
process. Based upon new information and/or public comment, expiain its proposezd changes to the
U.S. EPA may either mogilfy_thls Proposed Plan or present 1992 ROD and to accept public
another cleanup alternative in a subsequent Proposed Plan. comments on its proposal

All of the information U.S. EPA relied upon to produce this '

Proposed Plan is available for review in the Administrative
Record for the site. The address for the information repository  |[ISCICHESRRTICTEVRUENREANEEE
where you can review the Administrative Record is on page 11  [EGEHENVHCVRRNVIE Rl

of this fact sheet. You are encouraged to review all of the Place: Griffith Town Hall
information and provide U.S. EPA with your comments on this 111 N. Broad Street
Proposed Plan for ROD Amendment for the ACS Site. Griffith, Indiana
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BACKGROUND

The ACS Site is located at 420 S, Colfax Ave., Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA)
Griffith, Indiana, (see figure) and is comprised of in 1990, ACSC ceased its solvent reclaiming
19 acres of American Chemical Service activities, although it continues its specialty
Corporation-owned or leased property that includes chemical manufacturing operations to this day.
the so-called “Off-Site Containment” and the “On-
Site Containment” areas, the 2-acre property known The ACS Site has been extensively studied and
as the “Kapica-Pazmey” property, and a 15-acre tested to determine the nature and extent of
portion of the Griffith Municipal Landfill. chemical contamination in and around the site.
Groundwater contaminant plumes emanate from The Remedial Investigation (RI) report shows that
the ACS Site (as demonstrated in the figure) and there are large areas on site with numerous types
certain nearby wetland areas have been impacted of buried contaminants that are both sources of
by site wastes. groundwater contamination and potential contact
hazards for site workers. Major waste categories
The American Chemical Service Corporation include volatile organic compounds (VOCs) and
(ACSC) began a solvent recovery business on the semi-volatile organic compounds (SVOCs),
ACS property in May 1955. ACSC past waste polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), and heavy
handling, storage, and disposal practices have led metals. These contaminants are found at variable
__to the contamination of the site (except for the Town concentrations within the Off-site Containment area
f Griffith Landfill area and the Kapica-Pazmey the Kapica/Pazmey area, and in the On-site
“area) to the extent described in the 1992 ROD and Containment area. VOCs such as benzene and
other documents. Upon losing its interim chloroethane are a concern in area groundwater.

{authorization to operate) status under the

Landfd

Estimated extent of
groundwater.
contaminatiorplume

Site Map
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The 1992 ROD detailed U.S. EPA's determination that the purpose of the selected remedy was to restore
the contaminated property using cleanup levels that would allow the future unrestricted use of the property,
i.e., for residential use. Groundwater-use restrictions were contemplated for areas beyond ACSC property
boundaries until the groundwater quality was restored to drinkable status. The future use of groundwater
directly under the site would also be restricted. The methods to be used to perform the cleanup at the ACS
site were:

1. The excavation of buried wastes and up to 135,000 cubic yards of contaminated soils and debris, with
subsequent on-site treatment of organic contaminants using low-temperature thermal desorption
(LTTD) on soils and other methods such as steam-cleaning on the debns metals-containing residuals
may have needed a further immobilization step.

2. The off-site disposal of miscellaneous debns

3. The excavation of approximately 400 drums in the On-site Containment area with shlpment off site for
incmeratlon of the contents .

4. The implementation of soil vapor extraction (SVE) of VOC-contaminated soils, mcludmg the
performance of a SVE pllot study i in the buried waste in the On-site Contamment area;

5. The construction of a groundwater extraction and treatment system capable of dewatenng the site and
also contalmng the off-site groundwater contaminant plume; treated water would be discharged to the
wetlands; '

6. The further evaluatio‘n and moniton'ng of the impacted wetlands with possible cleanup of the Wetlénds;

7. The placement of a security fence around the site to prevent access to contaminants and the
implementation of deed restrictions on the property; and

8. The implementation of long term groundwater monitoring, including private well sampling; impected
wells would be subjected to closure or the owner would receive groundwater-use advisories.

(Note: the 15-acre portion of the Griffith Municipal Landfill is being addressed separately by the Town of
Griffith through the Indiana State Solid Waste closure/post-closure program.)

~The 1992 ROD also called for the LTTD and SVE systems to undergo treatability testing to determine if
_.hese cleanup methods would be able to attain final cleanup levels.

Based on a combined estimated volume of 135,000 cubic yards of impacted soil and debris, the 1992 ROD
“estimated that the selected cleanup remedy would cost between $38 million and $47 million to construct
and implement over a 6-year to 8-year time frame.

SITE HISTORY POST-1992 ROD

In selecting the remedial action for the ACS site, site and site-waste materials handling and

U.S. EPA had relied upon, among other factors, treatability studies in the laboratory in 1997 to

waste-treatment volume estimates drawn from the ascertain the accuracy of the soil volume estimate

Ri report. After releasing the 1992 ROD, and in and to determine if LTTD was a viable cleanup

preparation for implementation of the cleanup, remedy for the ACS site. The results of these

U.S. EPA conducted both additional sampling at the testing efforts are contained in the reports entitled
3
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“Pretreatment/Materials Handling Study Report”
(1997) and “Thermal Treatability Study™ (1998).

Results of the Materials Handling Study indicate
that an estimated volume of 150,000 to 200,000
cubic yards of contaminated waste, soils, and
debris would have to be excavated and treated
using LTTD alone to remove VOCs in order to meet
the residential cleanup levels contained in the 1992
ROD. Municipal waste and other debris was found
not to be treatable using the 1992 ROD steam
cleaning method. Thus, the estimated volume of
soils to be treated using the resource-intensive
LTTD method had greatly increased. Moreover,
much of the material could not be treated effectively
using LTTD, since some of the waste stream was
municipal waste which is not considered to be
amenable to LTTD, and new disposal methods will
have to be found. The waste handling study results

- project the need for an extra high level of safety
—~Jequirements for site workers due to the high levels

__-f VOCs that would be encountered when
contaminated soils, wastes, and debris were
excavated for treatment. The high levels of VOCs
could constitute an explosion hazard as well as‘an
exposure hazard to the workers and pIausany to

~ area restdents

A Lastly, it was concluded that since LTTD would not
be a practtcable treatment alternative and’ that on-
site incineration, which is more expensive and -
‘perhaps not allowable under Indiana State law,
would be required to properly treat the excavated
wastes, other management options may be . -
_ necessary for ACS site wastes. Based upon the
" findings of the materials handling studies, the
-~Jecalculated cleanup cost estimate for the 1992

__ROD remedy is now $150 million to $246 million, 3

- substantial increase from the ongmal $38-47 million
cost estimate. -

U.S. EPA also performed sampling of wetland
soils/sediments during 1996 to delineate the extent
of PCB—lmpac'ted soil/sediment. Some-areas
contain PCBs in soil/sediment above 1 ppm, w1th
values exceeding 50 ppm in some cases.

U.S. EPA, in consultation with IDEM and wetlands
experts, has determined that wetland soil/sediments
containing greater than 1 ppm PCBs should be
excavated and managed on-site or disposed of
properly off-site.

During 1996-1997, U.S. EPA performed further
sampling work to more fully delineate the off-site
groundwater contaminant plumes. As shown in the

figure on page 2, groundwater contamiharit plumes,
defined as those areas at which the groundwater
exceeds contaminant cleanup levels, are present to

- the north and south of the site. Aquifer

characteristics are such that it may be impracticable
to implement a plume-wide groundwater pump-and-
treat program to restore groundwater quality.

U.S. EPA is evaluating the use of a combination of -
active restoration methods, such as groundwater
pump-and-treat and in-situ oxidation strategies, and
monitored natural attenuation to effect cleanup of
the groundwater. Monitored natural attenuation
consists of the monitoring of natural processes in
the aquifer which act to biodegrade, dilute, or
adsorb groundwater contaminants so as to make

- them immobile, dilute, or break down into less

harmful compounds to prevent exposure to harmful -
levels of contammants

Lastly, as the above addmonal studies were being
performed, certain cleanup work was also being . -
performed at the ACS site. A subsurface barrier ~
wall was installed around the ACSC property in ‘
1997 in an effort to contain the wastes on site.

Further, a groundwater extraction system was
installed inside the barrier wall to dewater the area

to prevent movement of groundwater over and :
outs|de of the wall. ly, a groundwater extraction

© the north of the site to '
groundwater in this area. Water pumped from both.
systems is being routed to an on-site treatment o
plant to remove the chemical contaminants before .
the cleaned water is dlscharged mto the wetland-

_ areas.

. PROPO'SE_DP'L'AN;FO‘R« ROD
AMENDMENT

Based upon the new mformahon created by the

~ Materials Handling Study work described above

an_d_ a request from the ACS potentially responsible
party (PRP) group that U.S. EPA reconsider the -

- future site-use assumption in making a cleanup

decision, U.S. EPA is proposing to amend the 1992
ROD. The new cost estimate information shows

that the 1992 ROD cleanup method would not be

cost effective in comparison to other cleanupor . .
waste management methods. Moreover, the future
use of the site property is now assumed to be
industrial, in concert with the current zoning
designation assigned by the Town of Griffith.

U.S. EPA would have concerns regarding the

health and safety of site cleanup workers, ACSC

Office of Public Affairs - Region 5 * 77 West Jackson Boulevard (P-18J) + Chicago, iilinois 60604
Iinois « Indiana » Michigan * Minnesota * Ohlo * Wisconsin



workers, and the surrounding public should
widespread waste excavation occur since the high
levels of VOCs could create a health hazard.

Lastly, the treatability studies show that the selected
treatment method, LTTD, would not be effective in
treating a majority of site wastes.

Using a combination of cleanup alternatives
evaluated in the 1992 ROD, including containment-
type alternatives and treatment alternatives, U.S.
EPA is proposing that containment of wastes be
effected by utilizing applicable portions of
Alternative 2 it the 1992 ROD - subsurface barrier
wall and surface capping, and Altemative 5 - soil
vapor extraction of VOC-laden soil and debris with
the excavation and incineration of the contents of
buried drums in the On-site Containment area.

Some groundwater would be extracted and treated
. pursuant to plans and specifications Aeveloped in

- accordance with Alternatives 2 and 5 of the 1992
- ROD. However, U.S. EPA believes that testing of

" place cleanup altematives and of monitored

natural attenuation should also be pursued.

Other portions of the alternate remedy include the
excavation of PCB-laden wetland soil/sediment with
~ the consolidation of total PCB levels less than 50
ppm on site under the cap and the off site disposal
of material containing greater than 50 ppm. Deed

- restrictions would be placed on the property to
ensure that should a zoning change to residential
use be made, such a change is accompanied by
the proper cleanup effort needed for the new site-
use assumption. (Note: deed restrictions are now
in place and can only be removed from the property
with U.S. EPA concurrence.)

‘“OETAILED DESCRIPTION "F
PROPOSED ROD AMENDMENT

The ROD Amendment proposal provides for the
protection of human health and the environment
through a combination of the following:

1. Limitations on the potential for future
exposure to contaminants

U.S. EPA proposes that two methods be used to
isolate contaminated areas to prevent future
exposure to site contaminants:

a. Barrier Technologies ‘

As described by Alternative 2 of the 1992 ROD,
U.S. EPA would construct a subsurface barrier wall
(sometimes termed a “slurry wall"), around the
entire site to minimize the movement of site
contaminants off-site and to impede groundwater
flow into the site. The barrier wall would be keyed
into a clay confining layer approximately 25 feet
below the surface. An inward groundwater gradient
would be maintained across the wall by pumping

" groundwater from within the area surrounded by the

slurry wall. Contaminant source areas would also
be covered with a soil cap to minimize infiltration of
rainwater and snowmelt into the area enclosed by
the slurry wall and to also prevent the direct contact
with site contaminants by workers. (Note: a barrier.

~wall consisting of high-density potyethylene plastic

and a bentonite-soil slurry was installed around the |
ACS site in 1997.)

. b. Deed Restriction

A deed restriction will be maintained on the ACS
property so that the future use of the property will
be restricted to those activities which do not

‘interfere with the performance of any cleanup

activities listed in the 1992 ROD and this Proposed
Plan (if approved) or disturb the integrity of the soil
cap to be placed over the site. -

2. Treatment of subsurface soils through
soil vapor extraction

As described in Alternative 5 of the 1992 ROD, U.S.
EPA would dewater the area behind the barrier
wall, using a series of groundwater pumping wells,
to allow for the excavation of intact drums
containing hazardous wastes. Intact buried drums
in the On-site Containment Area would be
incinerated off-site. An in-situ vapor extraction
(SVE) system would then be installed in certain
areas of the site to treat both soils and buried
wastes to remove VOCs and to also help to
biodegrade VOCs and SVOCs in the ground.
Removal of VOCs helps to prevent failure of the
slurry wall and removes the explosion hazard
associated with excavation of the soils. Collected
VOCs and SVOCs would be destroyed on-site
using catalytic oxidation equipment or captured on
activated carbon for off-site destruction or disposal.
(Continued on page 8)
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EVALUATION OF PROPOSED ROD AMENDMENT

U.S. EPA has evaluated the 1993 ROD Amendment proposal in comparison to the 1992 ROD remedy using the nine criteria below:

1. Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment

Will protect human heaith and the environment
meummmmwammusoummmu

‘Will profect human healm and the envm(mem
and

EHY  Addresses whether or not a remedy will meet all of the ARARs of federal and
% state environmental taws

Would have complied with ARARS listed in that document

Rebes ona b of ds to Py
Addcesses whether o not 3 remedy provides adequale p ion and describ < Add soi through pl Masodupambamerwanplusmmmawnolsve
how risks posed mrwgh each path : are ing ‘_ duced, of ¢ untit ck le-veis were achieved with lm b of remove VOCs aM 10 3 lesser extent, SVOCs (rom the ground ©
through S 3 . OF soil using LTTO and the sofidification of soil contaminated with heavy metals PCB-laden soil excavation in the wetland area and the placement of deed restrictions on the property would also
. S}Me that groundwater on site and off site was 1o be extracted, treated, and prevent exposures W ¢ ntaminants
discharged to the wetlands. d i gh a ion of pk active and p restoration d:
2. Compliance with Application or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements (ARARs) ‘

Will comply with ARARSs listed in the document

3. Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence

@ Relers lo the ability of a remedy to maintain reliable protection of human health
and the environment over time, once cleanup goals have been met

Achigved long-term effecti and through removal and
destructive of groundh soll, and surface soif
contaminants {except heavy metals, whldl cannot be destroyed)

Achieves a lower level of long-term effectiveness and permanence tor the soil, although some treatment of VOCs
would occur

d by cc within the barries wall and cap structures over the long term

4. Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume
) Refers fo the antipaled performance of the Yeatment technologies a remedy may

E employ

Utilized parmanent keatment technologies 1o address site contaminants
Would reat the enlire contaminant mass

Would only treat the VOCs and SVOCs 1o a lesser extent

However, SVE treatment would remove the more mobile compounds so that they are not a future source of
groundwaler contamination

5. Short-Term Effectiveness

Involves the penod of time needed 10 achieve protection and any adverse wmpacts
on hurmian healih and environment that may be posed dunng the construction and
‘ ion of the ch action

Short-lerm impacts typically associated with large-scalg excavation activities {such
as the release of dust and of vapors from wastes with high levels of VOCs) and
the methods to alleviate the Impacts (expensive vaporcontrol methods) woukd be
of concemn under the 1992 ROD

Would have required about 8-8 ysars to compiete the éxcavation and LTTD
proeess

Short-term impacts due 10 site cleanup work are estimated (o be lower

Vowme of that would be d is significantly less

Duration of these impacts are expected 1o be much shorter

in addition, dwwmrbdmbammwvdmdﬂomr\ce the length of time of the cleanup activities to be
perormed under the ROD | is @sti 1o be twch shorier than under the 1892 ROD; it is
esuma\edntmmmmwwwwuuamamwmmwms\mmm from the time

goods and sefvices needed to implement the chosen solulion

Construction and operation of the LTTD lechnology more difficult logisticalty

. effort s to be the same under the 1992 ROD or equipment is brougit (o the site to begin work 1o the time the last of the soill ¢ap is in place, afthough the SVE
meproposednoomndtmnl equipment will ikely operate for 2 10 10 years before il can be tumel off.
6. implementability
Is the technical and admnisirative feasibilily of a remedy, including the availability of +  More difficult to implement

Less d»ﬂ'mn lo Implemem

tion of SVE D less difficult k SVE technology readily available on a
commeraai scakrandhas been pmvlousiy vsed for the Ireatment of VOCs 3t athet sites

7. Cost

Inciudes estimated capilal and operation and maintenance costs and estimated
present worth costs

Revised cost eslimate is $150 lo $246 million

Estimated cos! using one or more of the various cleanup methods ranges from $47 to $50 millvon (as revised due 10
results of the materials handling and treatability studies)

8. Support Agency Acceptance

Indicates whether, based on its review of the Prooosed Plan, lhe support agency
cONCUrs, opposes, of has no on the p . this
acceptance will be assessed from support agency comments lecewed during the
public comment period

Approved by Indiana Dep of E M

(JOEM)

IDEM 10 evaluale its po
conclusion of the comment period

during the public comment period and will convey that finding to U S. EPA upon

9. Community Acceptance

SEBFY Wil be assessed following a review of any public comments received on the
Proposed Plan

Acceplance will be evaluaied upon conclusion of the public comment pefiod and recesp! of public comment(s)
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(Continued from page 5)

3. Extraction and treatment of
contaminated groundwater

Groundwater pumping and treatment would be
performed in certain areas outside the barrier wall
to restore groundwater quality. Treated
groundwater would be discharged to the wetlands.
Monitored natural attenuation and in-ground
treatment methods may also be tested and used if
successfully proven to restore groundwater quality.
Natural attenuation is the general process of
monitoring water quality over a period of time to
demonstrate that natural processes are causing
contaminant levels to fall due to a combination of

- dilution, biodegradation, and sorption forces within
the groundwater aquifer. Should dilution,
biodegradation, and sorption forces cause water

quality to improve in a reasonable time frame
versus active treatment methods, then monitored
natural attenuation can be considered to be a viable
cleanup alternative for groundwater. In-ground
treatment methods could include the introduction of
oxygen-releasing compounds into the contaminant
areas to aid in the biodegradation of organic
compounds in order to improve water quality.

4. Excavation of impacted wetlands soils

As above, the excavation of PCB-laden wetland
soil/'sediment with the consolidation of levels less
than 50 ppm on site under the cap and the off site
disposal of material containing greater than 50 ppm
would be performed to remove direct contact
hazards.

STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS

Superfund law requires U.S. EPA to clean up NPL sites to achieve the protection of human health and the
environment in compliance with Federal and state environmental laws and policies (ARARs). Selected cleanup
remedies must also be cost-effective and utilize permanent solutions and altemative treatment (or resource
recovery) technologies to the maximum extent practicable, with an emphasis on cleanup remedies that employ
treatment to permanently and significantly reduce the toxicity, mobility or volume of the hazardous substances,
pollutants or contaminants. Based upon the evaluation of the nine criteria, U.S, EPA believes that the ROD
Amendment proposal presented herein satisfies the reqmrements set forth in Superfund in that the ROD
Amendment proposal would be protective of human health and the environment, would attain ARARs, would
be cost-effective, and would use treatment technologies to permanently and sagmﬁcantly reduce the toxicity,
mobility or volume of the hazardous substances, poliutants er contaminants to the maximum extent practicable.

- GLOSSARY

Low Temperatute Thermal Desorption is a process
through which contaminated soils are heated to high
temperatures, but to lower temperatures than in an
incinerator. The contaminants are removedasa
vapor. The contaminated soils are first broken up,
then they are fed into an oven which is heated to a
temperature which will volatilize organic compounds
but not bum them. An inert “carrier” gas, such as
nitrogen, is swept through-the hot oven, displacing
oxygen and preventing buming. Instead, the vaporized
contaminants are condensed from the carrier gas and
collected for proper off-site disposal. The cleaned
soils are then replaced back into the ground. Also
called Low Temperature Thermal Treatment.

" Soil Vapor Extraction is a process through which
soils contaminated with volatile organic compounds
(VOCs) are cleaned up without excavating the wastes
for treatment. Shallow wells are drilied into the

~ affected areas and a.vacuum is placed on the wells.

The vacuum draws soil gases including the VOCs out
of the soil and into a treatment device. Many times
some of the wells are configured to allow air to be
verted into the ground at the same time, which helps
to introduce oxygen into the subsurface to induce
bioclagical breakdown of many organic chemicals and
to also help sweep the VOCs towards the vacuum
wells. Since the cleanup work is performed in place,
the work is much safer and can be less expensive than
most soil excavation and treatment remedies.
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Public Comment Sheet

Your input on the proposed amendments to the 1992 ROD for the American Chemical Service Site is
important to the U.S. EPA. Comments provided by the publlc are valuable in helping the U.S. EPA
select a final remedy for the site.

You may use the space below to write your comments, then fold and mail or fax your comments to
Noemi Emeric at (312) 353-1155. Comments must be postmarked on or before May 21, 1999. if you
have questions, please contact Noemi Emeric at (312) 886-0995 or toll free at 1-800-621-8431.
Comments may also be sent via E-mail to the following address: emeric.noemi@epa.gov

Name
Address
City State Zip Code




"~ Name

American Chemical Service Site
Public Comment Sheet

Fold on dashed lincs, tape stamp, and mail -

Address ‘
City : State
Zip i

- Noemi Emeric
Community Involvement Coordinator
Office of Public Affairs (PS-19J)
U.S. EPA - Region 5
77 W. Jackson Bivd.
Chicago, IL 60604



ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

U.S. EPA notes that the following documents are available for review at the information repositories
maintained at the Griffith Towr_\ Hall and the Griffith Branch Library:

Perimeter Groundwater Containment System Plans and Specifications (1996) -

Barrier Wall and Associated Groundwater Extraction System and Pilot Study Test Cells (1996)
- Pretreatment/Materials Handlmg Study Report (1997)

Thermal Treatability Study (1998)

Altemative Remedy - Nine Criteria Evaluation (1998)

30 Percent Remedial Des;gn Report - Conceptual Altematwe Remedy ( 1999)

B X R A

The pubhc is invited to review these documents, as well as those oonoemmg the. Superfund process in

- general, before providing U.S.. EPA with comments on the ROD Amendment proposal. The ACS Site |
Administrative Record, which contains all information used to make the ROD Amendment proposal, is also:
located at the Griffith Town Hall and the Griffith Branch Library repositones in Griffith, Indiana (addresses:
are provided below), as well as at the U.S. EPA office in Chicago, lllinois. The documents i in these
. repositories are avaﬂable for review at these locatlons during normal business hours

Griffith. Town Hall
REE 111 N. Broad Street
g : " . Griffith, Indiana 46319 . -
~ (219) 924-7500 '

. Gﬁfﬁth Branch lel!ary '
- 940 N. Broad Street
Griffith, indiana 46319
(219) 838-2825

PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD AND MEETING SCHEDULE

*The public comment period is scheduled to run from April 19, 1999 through May 21, 1999 U.S. EPA will host
a public meeting at the Griffith Town Hall, Griffith, Indiana, on Thursday, May 13, 1999, at 7:00 pm, to present
- the ROD Amendment proposal and to take official public comments from the audience. If you have any

'juestlons regardlng this proposal or the Superfund process in general, please contact the following:

‘U.S. EPA Contacts _ ' S IDEM Contact
" Kevin Adler - Noemi Emeric , " . Sean Grady
Remedial Project Manager Community Involvement Coordinator IDEM
U.S. EPA (SR-6J) U.S. EPA (P-19J) 100 N. Senate
~ 77 W. Jackson Blvd. 77 W. Jackson Bivd. P.O. Box 6015
Chicago, IL 60604-3590 Chicago, IL 60604-3590 ~ Indianapolis, IN 46204
(312) 886-7078 ‘ (312) 886-0995 (317) 308-3121
adler.kevin@epa.gov ‘emeric.noemi@epa.gov sgrady@dem.state.in.us

or call the U.S. EPA hotline — (800) 621-8431
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